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' . " amsTRACT . - 0 . L
The Dispar I Reading, Language, ang Arithmetic programs were
';Qed with tg? first grade-classes.‘ The Q}Afar fI programs were .
used with two second grade classes. CRildren who had completed
" two years of Distar instruction received ‘traditional instruction
in tﬁirdzgrade. First, second and’third*gradb control Eraqups
were given traditional instruction. | L
The'Distar program had no advantage over traditional instruction
for develqping,oral language of first grade children. The effect of
Digstar on first grade reading acﬁievemenp was inconclusive. |
> Second grade non-Distar pupils performed significantly better
than Distaﬁ pupils on the word geaning and word study skillsnsections
of the Stanford Achievement Primary II. Second grade Distar pupils
scored ggiow grade placement on subtests of word meaning, paragraph
\ meaning, languqée, and arithﬁetic concepts.
o Comparable subgroups of Diétar and contyol pupils performed °
- equally well on éhe Stanford Achievement Primary I} at the end of
bhird grade. Performance of the entire third grade Distar group
on the Stanford Achievepent subtests of word meaning, paragraph
‘meaniﬁg,tarithmétio ooéprehensidn, and arithmetic concepts did
. not differ from grade placement, overcoming the discrepancy between

achievement and grade placement in word meaning, paragraph meaning,

and arithmetic concepts found when these children completed grade

two. \ ST &\5 . —_——
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.reported the achievement of first and second grade classes who had” ’

- Eval (o]
The evaluation of the 1971-1972 Title I°program at Winthrop |

ugsed the Distar program and several control groups. Achievement inl
oral language, reading, and arithmetic was studiedwx It was found
that one of two first grade Distar classes gained on the Basic
Concept Inventory, a test of oral languages But, to a great extent,
results pnfthis test were inconclusive. when Distar and control
first érade pupils were compared on an evaluator-constructed First
Grade Reading Test no significant differences were‘found. These
first graders apparently performed equally well in reading at thet
conclusion'of first grade. They are the second graders in the
1972-1973 evaluation. ‘

Fifty-one second grade Distar pupils were tested on the Stanford
Achievement Test, Primary II., Their grade placement at the time of
testing was 2.9. It was found that they were significantly below /
grade placement on four of the seven subtests (word meaning, paragraph
meaning, arithmetic computation, and arithmetic concepts, as shoWn
in Table 6 of the 1971-1972 evaluation report). Since the children
had been selected for the Distar program on the basis of initially
low readiness scores, performance below grade placement was not un-
expected. The children of this group were followeé in third grade,
and their achievement after receiving traditional third’ grade in-, .
struction is reported in the 1972-1973 evaluation.

A subgroup of the second grade Distar pupils,was compared to
a group of non-Distar pupils on readiness, first“grade reading |
achievement, IQ, and second grade achievement.~ Selectidn of the

two groups had been based on similarity of readiness'and IQ scores.
Only one. Stgnificant difference, second grade arithmetic computation

4
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favoring the Distar' group, appeared. These results are reported

@% Table 5 of the 1971- 1972 evaluation report. The achievement

" of these’groups in third grade is compared ih the 1972~ 1973 eval-

u@t:l.on. ¢ . . N

»

The 1971-1972 evaluation.stated that the publisher (SBRA) in-

\tended that’ Distar I be completed before children enter first

grade. The Winthroa%schools° use of Distar I as the first grede
reading proéram; contrary to-tne putlisher's intent, must be borne
in mind.wnén interpreting khe results of the evaluation reports.
The program as actu?lly implemented in 1971-1972 reflected not
only the charaéteristics of the published program but also decisions
and adtions of the schools and teachers participating. It uas stated
that, in various ways, Distar I and II were supplemented ahd altered
by the teachers. These Title I evaluations, then, describe the ef-
fects of the instructional program ag ggngug;gd in _1n§nn_p; !

The 1971-1972 evaluation describes some of the main features
of the published Distar prqgram (pp. 3 - 4). It was stated that
the major skills areas of ﬁeading I and II aqe reading, decoding,
and comprehension, but there appears to be a lack of empbasie on
building such specific comprebension skills as comprehending the
main idea and a sequénce of events. In Arithmetic I children are
taught to count to use numeralg, plus and minus signs, and symbols
for equality and ié;quality, to group and regroup numbers. In
Arithmetic II childr;n learn problem solving, multiplioation, and
fractions. One finding of the 1971-1972 evaluation was that childnen

. Wwere often oonfused about the use of zero as a place holder because

Distar teaches the temporary use of superscripted zeros K:p. 15 - 16).
g

ThHe language used in the classroom is stressed in'Langua I. In .

\
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Language IT children learn té analyze language, perform logical
operations, and answer questions.

Prior research on Distar is summarized in the 1971~1972 evalua-

tion. The results of twenty-one studies in which Distar was employed

were summarized. Distar was initiated in the first grade in only

one of. these studies. No other studies on Distar were listed in the

annual summaries of reading research through June 30, 1972 contained
in the B.eading Bc.saanch Q.nar.tax:lx Spring 1973, and in the Journal
of -Educational Research, April 1973.

i
¢
!

Distar I was used with one first grade class at the/ Shirley
|
Street school and another at the'Newton school. The class at Shirley
Street was smaller (21 children) than the Distar group at.Newton

(28 children). As was the case the previous year, the program as

. taught to the children was-influenced by teaching style. In various

ways the Distar program was altered and supplemented.jLSome supple-
mentary reading and spelling material was in evidence/ Such tech-

niques as “singing' the sounds to encourage word synthesis, observed

'at Shirley Street, were alterations of the program.

'Distar II was presented to one second grade class at each school;

each class had received Distar instruction in first grade. The second

Y.

‘grade class at Newton school had been instructed at Center school the

previous year.

Non-~Distar pupils were used as control groupsr Children were
. : /

assigned to Distar and non-Distar first grades at Newton in a way

intended to establish- two roughly equivalent groups of twenty-eight
children in each, Children selected for the first grade Distar class
at Shirley Street were those with poorest readiness scores:; Hence

they are excluded from comparative analysis with the first grada non-

Distar children at Newton. Children at Highland Street school _selected
' A0G06
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' as the first érade control group in 1971-1972 were followed in
second gfade. Children who were included in the eeoond grade study
in 1971-1972 were followed in tﬁird grade where all (Distar and non-
J?Dietar) received traditional iﬁstruction.“ These included "matched"
subgroups of Distar and non-Digtar ohildren.'

The evaluator observed the instructional program periodically
'through the year. 'In addition to observing differences of teaching
style and evidence of supplementing,anq altering the program (dis-

cussed above), he noted particular aspects of instruction that
eeemed to encourege or to impede leerning, and he.observed abilities
of, and difficulties encountered by, the children at various stages
of learning. One aspect of 1nstrﬁction observed in one classroom

that seemed to impede 1earn1ng, and that might have built unfavor- .

o\

able attitudes toward learning, was the tendency to repeat the pre-
sentation of a task, each time in a louder voice, despite the child's
repeated failure at the:task. It would BGEpreferable to change.the
instructions or break down the task into simplar parts. The teach-

er's presentation in this instance suggested that she attributed the
child's failure to his inatteotiveneés, rather than to the diffioulty R
level of the task or its complexity.' It is unoertain whether this ) |
approach 1s attributable to teaching styie,'to:Engelmann's philosophy,

or to both. !

At the beginning of the year several first graders had diffi- - -
culty with word synthesis when presented with 1ists of words. A"

~ typical response of gome children wag to pronounce words that rhymed
changing only the initial sound although several letters dirfered oo
in succeeding words. Some first graders fo%nd it difficult to build

a sight vocabulary. - This is possibl; because words were seldom oet"

in sentence context and rapid.recognition of whole words, after have.

200607 | ‘ ’




for the interim evaluation., The posttest comparison is made with

-5=

ing synthesized them several tiﬁesa was not encouraged. . .

'~ ° By the end-of the year first graders seemed to have overcome ‘

many of theée initial problems. _Typically they read with'good ex-
pression, with understanding, and with the ability to perceive the

“

humor in a story.

Evaluation Degign ‘ .

First grade achieveneﬁt in oral language and reading *was
assessed. Distar first graders and the non-Distar control group
weﬁe pre- and posttested on a First Grade Oral Language Test, pre-
pared for this evaluation. -Newton school Distar and control classes
were compared on the pretest for.thelinterim eyéluation repgrt.

They are again compared on the postt sE. Pretest scores of each
class are compared with their posttest scores for evidence of gfowth

in oral language. Newton school Distar and non-Distar first grade

"classes are also compared on the First Grade ﬁeading Test. The

Shirley Stre%t school first graders' results are also repdrtéd.
Second grade Distar classes from Newton and, Shirley Street

schools are ¢ombined as one group and compared to the control second

graders at Highland Street school on the Stanford Achievement Test, ., —

~Primary II, rm W. Treating these Distar pupils as one group is

Justified on the basis of -equivalent ﬁelection criteria and e%uiv-
alent performance as first graders. Performance of Distar pupils
also is compared to grade placement at time of testing. ' -

Third graders who had received Distar instruction as first
and second graders are compared to third graders who had receiqu
traditional“igstruct;on and to third. graders whofhad received pro- .
grammed instruction 1n_reading. Comparison was made with a test

of Phonics and an evaluator-constructed Test of Reéaing Comprehension

T
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the,Stabford‘Ach;evemeﬂtigest. The performance of Distar pupils also
is compared to grade placement at the'time of testing.

- A subgroup of Distar third graders is compared to a subgroup
of non—Distar third" graders on the tests of Phonics and Reading
Compre ension, in the interim evaluation,'and on the Stanford thieve-'
ment Test used as the posttest. , These subgroups consist of children
selected“in the first grade because of similar readiness and IQ scores,
and they are compared on first and second grade reading tests in the

1971-1972 evaluation.

~

Tegts Used

The First Grade Oral Language Test was based on the work of Jeen
Berko (“The Child's Learning of English Morphology," Word XIV (1958)\
pp. 150~177) and Carol Chomsky (The Acquisition of Syntax in Children
from 5 Lo 10, Cambridge: MIT Press, 1969). Items consisted of those
structures of syntax and morphology found to develop mainly between
the ages of 4 and 8. - Some easier and some more difficult items are
also included. The test wae‘administered by the evaluator and trained
examiners.in “January and June. The following teet-retest correlations
were obtained: .67 (Newton School Distar, n = 21), .18 (Shirley
Street School Distar, n = 20), and .64 (Newton School Control, n = 24),
The correlation coefficient obtained at Shirley Street lchooliie not
significant. Others are significant, with the probability in each
case less than 1 in 100 that the correlation coefficients could be
obtained due tofchanceu The reason. for the poor evidence of best-
retest reliability at Shirley Street cannot be explained. It should
be noted that, five months intervened between test adminisbrablode, o
during which change’of ability,was possible, Test-retest odefficiehts
are typioally computed after a;duration of a few\weeks,*with little

likelihood of improvement in performance.

BGHHY-




' . The First Grade Reading Test was designed by the svaluator..-

. The test was prepared in two forms, one typewritten for the control

group, the other hand lettered with the Distar reading font or al-
phabet style for the Distar groupt. The test was also used in the
1971-1972 evaluation.~ The vocabulary reflected what was ‘common to .
both the typical first grade reading vocabulary and the spelling
patterns taught in Distar. Hence, the vocabulary was considered

appropriate both for Distar and for control groups, The test for-

mat was similar to the format of many standardized tests for first

graders, such as the Stanford Achievement and the California Reading
Test., The forty-item test consisted of snort paseages followed by
questions. The test ylelded fivevpoores: 1) main idea, 2) stated
details, 3) inferences, 4) sequence, 5) total test. Test reliability*
was determined in the 1971-1972 evaluation=using the Spearman-Brown
formula. Coefficlients of .96 gere obtained for both forms (Distar
and non-Distar), indicating very high reliability. |

» The Metropolitan Readiness Test and the Otis~Lennon Hental ‘
Ability Test were used to prove_ equivalence of Distar and oontrol’
groups. '

Two tests weré used 1A the interim testing of third graders.
These were evaluator-constructed tesbs of Phonics and Reading QQm-
prehensiod. The Phonics test required the child to write the letter
or letters oorresponding to sounds in words spoken by the examiner.
It yielded five scores: 1) single initial~ooneonants,‘2) initial
consonant blends, 3) consonant digraphs, 4) voweld, 5) total te::§\
The Third Grade Test of Reading Comprehension ylelded five scores:

,1l) main idea, 2) stated details, 3) inferences, 4) sequence, 5) to- .
t I3 ‘ - ' ) ~
. tal test. - - ) ' .

Posttesting of second and third graders was done with sections

h0010 -,
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‘of ‘the Stanford Achievemeﬁt Test, Primary II, Forms W (for second
" graders) and X (for third graders) .
Besults

@ First Grade

Table 1 of the interim evaluation shows there were no signifi-.

* cant differences'between the Distar and control classes at Newton
soﬁool,»and between the two first grade Distar classes on the.Oral
Lanhguage Test pretest. Comparison of pre- and posttest results of
each class shows no significant ohenges for either Dister claes

and significant gain for the Newton soneolgcontrol.blass. Results/
indicate the non-Distar class made significant progress in oral
'language as measured on this test whéreas the Distar classes did
not (Table 1).- Comparison of the Newton school Distar and~00ntrol
classes shows no significant differences on the oral language post-
test indicating the levels of ability in oral language at the end

of the year were similar (Table 2), °

R . TABLE 1 )
PRETEST AND POSTTEST RESULTS ON THE
FIRST~GRADE OBAL LANGUAGE TEST el
Group N Pretest’ - Posttest . t R ' P
, Mean & "7 Mean &
SD ) SD
'Distar-Newton 21  11.00 10.81 -0.336 NS
o : 2.19 3.50 - . .
- : .
Distar-Shirley 20 9.90 10,60 1.099 NS
R N 2.34 2011 ‘ R
Control-Newton 24 10.00 "1l.42 . 3.205 . <.01
. . : 2.81 1.98
NS = no i t

—~—

Newton school Distar and control classes Were compared on

reading readiness, 1Q and the First Grade Beading Test. Although

' N 56011
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TABLE k\w

COMPARISON OF NEWTON SGHOOL DISTAR AND NON-DISTAR FIRST GRADE

. CLASSES ON ORAL LANGUAGE POSTTEST, TESTS OF .
, r““‘% READINESS, IQ, AND READING ;o A
hd A 1\\ | i . N
;M[ \L( —_ e
Test ‘Mg A Date . Distar "~ Control . . t . '¥E:;
T Ty , Group Mean Group Mean .
L & SD & SD . - . v
‘ | N = 26 N =26 . '
Oral Lang. . 5-73 . 10.54 11.46 " =215 N§
. Posttest . +« 3.36 ‘ 1.92 ’ )
: — T N=22 W=23
. Metr. Rdness 9-72 51.68 Y 65.48 -3.352 <.01
) 17059 ' 8.7_7 -
Otis IQ 1-73 104.59 115.74 -2.37%  <.05
C e 16.72 1k, 82
Main Idea  5-73 | 2.95 TRY -1.737 4 N5
; 2430 2.1 ,
' Detalls - .-  5-73 " 7.18 9.61 . -1.836 Ns °
P [ uoh‘S 4.42‘ P ]
. Inferences 5-73 3.68 439 -1.137 NS' .
. ’ 2.01 2,17 .
' Sequence © 5573 2.82 ¢ 3.04. -0.404 ' NS
\ ' e s ];291# g ('1080 &~ . .
[} . . . . , - A
. Total Rdg. 5=73 16.63 . 21.22 -1.641 NS
' 9.69 r 9.03
NS = not gignificant T

children were assligned to tg%sé two claéses in a manner intended to
. form two classes of similar ability, similarity on pretest measures
of readiness and IQ was not obtained. This may be due to the num~

. ‘Q; "
ber of children tested in rgading whoge results were excluded from

the analysig:' Teachers reported that some children in these clagses .

appeared’ to have difficulty wigh the mechanics of taking the reading
test. While all children who ﬁ%re given thpﬂreading test were in- .
¢luded in the 1971—1972 analysis, the evéluator.decidedbto omit |
}rom the analésis of 1972-1973 children whéAappeared to have had

‘difficulty with test mechanics. A child's test was considered valid

ERIC RIS
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-if it satisfied th criterjia: 1) items beyond the first paragraph
. - . were at%emptéd, and 2) answer choices, one to a question, were

attempted for at least one subsequent item. On this basis, the

Y

resulgs of five children in the Newton school Distar clasgxaq¢ :
‘five ¥n the control class Qere eliminated. No results from the
Shirlqy‘Stre;% school.Distar class were eliminafed; fable 2 shows
the Distar and control classes at Newton school did ﬁot differ
significantly on the reading test, although the laﬁter ﬁas favored
in readiness and IQ.° _V ‘ - R
The scﬁres obtaihed by the Shirley Street scﬁoollDlstar class
are reported in Table 3. None of these test results were eliminated
Aue tq problems with test mechanics. The teachers fn&icateq.that
_these children were closely supervised during testing so that such
problems could be avoided. Howevér, comparison with Table 2 and with .
the iésu}ts ofvfhe Shirley Street pupils tested the preceding year,
afteg being inéfructed by the same teachers, shows the present group

at Shirley Street_performehﬁdeoidedly better than any other’ group.
* The poésibility tha£ the children were inadvertantly given undue

*_‘assiS¥ancé on the reading test cgnnot be ruled out. Other possible

g.““

| .  explanations lie in the small number of children in the class and,

possibly:/in ihppoved teaching. To regglve‘the issue, interim
‘testing in 1973-1974 is planned. ’ -
|

.The .results on he;Eiﬁ%t Grade Reading .Test appear to be in- ' -

conclusive for Jjudging the relative merits of the D}star program. -j
If the Shirley Streéet school resuits'aﬁe'valid, one 3gnnbt deter- ,a"§

ﬁipe the reason for the vast difference Bgtween the two Distar -

\ - .

- classes.

[ .
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TABLE 3 n

SHIRLEY STBEE@LSCHOOL DISTAR CLASS”RESULTS ON TESTS

) OF‘READINESS IQ, AND READING (N = 18)
| T Tem— Date — f‘~;‘ ——ean ) I R
. " Metr. Rdnesg 9-72 .. ka_ - sy, 59 . 10.16 ‘:ﬂl:g:: -
ogt? IQ 1-73 | 1104 27 ':2,96:v£»_" i
./ Main Idea 5-73 Lot 6.06 T i:i;" £l 8
Details 5-73 T koo 1.46 1
Inferences- - . 573 ' - . ~6.d6 1.11
Sequence 5«73 ’ b4y \1.25
" Total Rdg. 5-73 . 30456 3.11
- Second Grade i
= Second graders were tested with the Stanford Achievement Test, .
‘<£rimary II Form W, ’Besults of testing at the two schools were
o

‘combined for analysis, as was done in 1971-1972. Comparison was -

-
A
]

made with the. control pupils at Highland Street school (Table 4).
Children had also reeeived the Otis-Lennon test in January 1973.

~ - e a3
Two significant differences, both\ravoring the control group, -
appeared. \These differenees were in word meaning and word study
skills. No significant differences appeared in paragraph meaning,

\»,

spelling, language, or arithmetic. Review of the second grade
results from the previous year's evaluation does not establish
that- there is a consistent tendeney for the Distar or non-Distar
children, to excﬁl in any particular area. v

Achievement of second grade Distar pupils was compared to
grade plaeement (2 9)¢"These chihiren scored signifioantly below
grade plicemeﬁt»in several areas (footnote, Table 4). In both
. 1971-72 and 1972-73 second grade children who hdd received Distar '
instruetion in grades one and two scored signirieantly below gradg(‘}
placement éﬁ the Stanford Achievement Test in word meaning, shhid

”

.
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"7;4>‘ Tesﬁ \ Date Distar . Control t P ~_
S ' Group Mean Group MeanI - N
N . & 5D & SD ] N
' » ! = 39 N = 3l
-~ Ofis IQ Y1-73 - - 100.4 © 1049 -1.115 S
et : - 1104 ' 1608 .
Stanford . 5-73 | .
Word Hng ) T _#2,58 3,03 -2.533 - <.05
.59 A48
Parao Mrlgo ‘ *20“'2 55 "00663 NS
62 «66 \ ~
Spelling 2.88 2,96 =0.320 - NS
T .83 .70. . |
Wa. Study Skills 2.71 3. 68 -2.652  <,05
‘ - 1.00 . 1.56 ~ S -
. ‘Language 2,65 2.54 0.582. NS
o . 0_61» _ 059 .
= Arith. Computation 2,72 247 1.401 NS
e ~ ) . ) 060 051 " ' )
__ Arith, Concepts "~ " #2,47 2.84 -1.542 NS
e B 060 1.10 ‘ ) .

-12’. ‘ -

\ . 3

- graph d?aning. and arithmetic concepts. .
\ \ TABLE 4 : Y

COMRAR}SON OF SECOND GBADE DISTAB AND NON-DISTAR CONTROL PUPILS
N ON IQ AND STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS

—~ - -

T e ’ R4

\

-
e v

A —t

PR ‘
. .. s
T,

* Mean scoreg of Distar pupils that 1ie below grade placement of

249, signifioance at .05 level.
__m,_mnmcant. _ : .
' “yfa . Third Grade

) Ahl tﬁird graders who had completed Distar instruction and
third g?aders whig- had had tradiﬁional instruction and programmed
instryotion were compared on interim. tests of Phonios and Reading
Comprehension and posttests with the Stanford Aqhievement Tost
Primary II, Form X.. Table 2 of the interim ‘evaluation shows

children rrom traditional progranms ‘were consistently superior in

phonics and reading‘comprehensipﬂ"fr e,magnitude gg differences_
L YIRS 1 ' * - -

é
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T




. R LI /" ’
j\ - - - ) X "-13-
) ) T T D ’

(number correct) was not great. Pupils selected for Dister instruc-

, s

- tion were probably lower in initial readiness for learning in grade.
~one (readiness scores were the basis for selection). As shown in
Table 5, children from traditional programs maintained their super- :,

iority on the Stanford Achievement Test.
'i -~

(4

TABLE'S # '.4,; S
COMPARISON OF DISTAR AND TRADITIONAL PsoonAn CHILDREN .
- AT THE END OF THIRD GEADE ON THE STANFORD -
i . . ACHIEVEMENT PRIMARY II PORM x e

- ~
a . . -

Subtest 4":_, Disdtar . Traditional - t - P
0 LN =09 - N=118  _.: - ‘
: : Mean - " Mean =
- e &SsD. .- &sSp — — -
Word Mag. - 3.46' . ..3.94 - -2,904  <.01
R '»h *‘/’ . 097". . 098
Para.. Mng. 345% - " 3,95 121,790 NS
. 1.08 . T .92 . .
Arith.-- NN B 39 -2.616 .<.01
- Computati&n T .90 - - 8l K g
Arith. - 3 63 4,01 ~2.043 <,05
Corcepts - 1.2 1.01
NS = not significant

Table 4 of the interim evaluation report shons fewar difrer-
ences between Distar and programmed reading groups. The latter
obtained higher, scores on the test of Phonics, but no signiricant

differences on the Reading Comprehension Test appeared. No sig- ’
. nificant differences between these two groups appeared on the
SthnfondAchievement posttest (Table 6). . ‘ ]
" Distar pupils' achievement on the Stanford was conpared to ‘o 3
., their grhde placement at time of testing, which was 3.7, As’%hown ;:'f7§
, " 4in Table 7, the chiidren,scored signiQE%antly above grade place~' o
ment in erithmetic computation and were significantly below grade _

placement in no other area\\tested. Evidently Distar pupils scored
EMC > : TN
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o T TABLE 6 ,
E

COMPARISON OF DISTAR AND PROGRAMMED READING CHILDREN
AT THE END OF THIRD GRADE ON THE STANFORD
ACHIEVEMENT PRIMARY II, FORM X

. Subtest bistar Progr. Rdg. t ' P
. . N = 49 = 25
’ Mean Mean
~ | & SD & SD__
“Word Mng.- R 3.83 -1.572 NS
) 09? - ' 091 \>
Para. Mng. 345 - 377 -1.306 NS
s 1.08 ‘ 8/ R
. . L ‘ o
Arith. = 4,01 7 442 -1.916  N§'~
\ Computation 090 _ .86
Arith. 3.62 3.76 .. ~0.459 *.NS
Concepts o 2 1.0@/— ' .
NS = not sigmificant

below grade pPlacement at the end of grade two in word meaning,
paragraph meaning, arithmetic oomputation, and arithmetic concepts,
but were no longer significantly below grade placement in these
areas when tested in the .seventh’ month of the third grade (the
group tested both times- consisted of virtually a11 the same chil-
dren). Although traditional instruction intervened between the
two tests, considering their low- state of readiness when selected
for Distar in grade one, the Distar program may have oontributed
to their success in grade three. - ‘ / . :

As reported in the 19?1-19?2 evaluation, a subgroup of Distar
and non-Distar children were compared on firgé and second grade
achievement., No significant differences were found,on firet grade
readiness, second grade IQ, and most achievemeq; measures. Most
of tnese children were evaluated on the interim teets of‘Phonics

and Reading Comprehension. The non-Distar grOug-was favored on
the Phonics test. All the children were then compared on the

10017
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L> TABLE 7

B ‘
COMPARISON OF MEAN ACHIEVEMENT SCORES WITH
GRADE PLACEMENT OF DISTAR CHILDREN
AT THE END OF THIRD°GRADE

J

1

Stanford Distar Grade | t . P
Achievement N =49 Placement k
Primary II Mean & SD at Testing
Form X Subtest ‘ . S
J . ; j -
Word Mng. 346 3.7 -1.732 NS
.97 . A
FEN
, Para. Mng, 3.45 » 3.7 R =1.,620 NS
| 1,08 s fen .
Arith., 401 - 3.7 Yoi 2411 <,05
Computation .99 - o
4r1th. 3:63 3.7 A ~0.395 NS
Concepts 1.2 '
NS = not significant ?’ - -

-

{Stanrord Achlevement administered in thiﬂd grade (Table 8), No

significant differences appeared. N
) TABLE 8 |
i COMPARISON OF DISTAR SUBGROUP AND NON=DISTAR SUBGROUP
Lo AT THE END OF THIRD GRADE ON THE\:STANFORD
ACHIEVEMENT PRIMARY II FORM\X o
N & }&‘\“ﬂ\
2 "‘E’\'
Subtest Distar Non-Distar P t P
, N =19 N =20 el
Mean & Mean & Wﬁ&
SD . SD p
. e . % ;‘\\t
Word Mng., - . 3.81 ° 4.29 %31=1.190 NS
. 1.36 1.18 R
i ; ~ ‘q't&.‘%&i
- Para, Mng, 4,02 ‘ 4,02 . W%;04003 NS
1.26 092 A
)
Arith, b, 34 b,52 © - ugshol NS
Computation 1,06 1.12 {f%%
EEN .‘i’*{ﬂ
Arith, 4,25 4,28 “0yB49 NS
. Concepts 1.57 , 1.26 ﬂ f;ﬁ&
" [3RE
' NS = not sienificant Y
B | S
Joe

i
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instruction in grades one and two performed as well, at the conclu-

- Summary of Results

/
Pplacement on the word meaning, paragraph meaning, ;anguage, and
_arithmetic concepts subtests of the Stanford Achievement, Similar °

. language subtest,

-16-

Third grade results indicate that children who received Distar

sion of grade three, as non-Distar children of comparable initial ,
ability. All participants in Distar, as a group, scored below grade
level in four areas at the end of grade two but were funotioning at
grade level at the end of third grade ;; measured on the Stanford.

Achievement Test,

1. The non-Distar first grade class made significant ggiﬂ in.
oral la;guage. The Diétar and non-Distar classes at Newton:. school
performed similarly on the oral language posttest.

2. Newton school first grade Distar and control classes did
not differ significantly in reading achievement.

' 3. Shirley Street first graders p%gformed*well on the readiné
test. The cause of their superior performance cannot be identified;
1t camnot be attributed at this.time to the Distar program, the
shall number of children in the class, quality of teaching, or to
the possibility that.they received undue assistance when tested. -

bk, Second grade non-Distar pupils performed signifig#gtly
better than Distar pupils on the word meaning and word stﬁdy skills
seotions of the Stanford Achievement. These differences did not
appear ‘between second grade groups in the 1971-1972 eyaluation.

5. Second grade Distar/;upils scored aignificantly pelow grade

results were obtained in the 1971-1972 evaluation, except for the

6. Third graders who had received three years of traditional

P

instruction were superior to former Distar pupila in phonics and /
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reading comprehension on mid-year testing, and in word meaning,
.. arithmetic computation, and arithmetic concepts on Stanford

9

“Achievement posttests. However, former Distar puﬁild had been
selected for Distar instruction because of low readiness for
learning. - ° ’ ' |

7. Third graders who had received programmed reading
instruction were sqperiqﬁ to former Distar pupils 1§ phonicéion
mid~year testing. N6 difference nggfffi_i? the Stanford Achieve-
ment posttest. ; ; o )

8. Third grade former Distar pupils scored significantly

above grade placement inéarithgetic computation. They were not

R

5 gsignificantly below grade placement in any subtests of the Stan-

< ford Achievement., When this group had been tested at the end of -

second grade in 1971-1972“(the group consisted of virtually all

the same children on both?testings) the pupils were below grade.»‘

- plaoement (grade 2.9 at that time) in four é;eas of the Stanford
Achievement. : ‘ ‘

9. Comparable auﬁgroups of Distar and non-Distar pupils were

followed in third grade. The non-Dist?%,group performed better on
the mid-year test of phonics. No différences existed on the mid-
year test of reading comprehension or/ the Stanford Achievement post-

¥

test. ‘ Lo
Conclusions €7‘ ,
Baged on the results of testing done in 1972-1973, the follow-
ing -oonclusions are drawn. ;
.1. The Distar program appears to havg no advantage with
L reaspect to the oral language d velopmentopr first graders.

2. Pirst graders in the /Distar program achieve as well as

first graders in traditional /programs in reading. Evidence of
069
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superior achievement in reading by first grade Distar‘pupils is
inconclusive at this time. _

?. Sscond grade Distar pupils score below grade level on pcat-.
tests of word meaning,.paragraph meaning, and arithmetic concepts.
This result was obtained for two consecutive years and is therefore
an expected outcome of Distar instruction, given the characteristics

of pupils who are gselected for the prcg”am.

- k. Distar pupils do not perform as well as their peers who

received traditional instruction in the areas of reading and arith-
metic at the end of third grade. The latter pupils probably had
higher initial ability. Distar and non-Distar pupils of comparable
initial ability perform edually well after one, two, or three years:
of instruction. The Distar pupils overcome the discrepancy between
grade placement and achievement that exists at the end of gecond
grade, and as a group are performing at grade level at the end of
third grade. Therefore, a program of in;truction with the Distar
system for tyc years, foliowed by one year of traditional instruc-
ticn, results in achievement essentially at grade level for the
group ‘as a whole, Within the group are individuals who perform

. belcw, others who perform above grade level. Children who are of
similar initial ability perform about equally well in Distar and
traditional prcgrams of instruction after three years.

' Recommendationa ‘

1. Instructicn with the Distar lystem~possibly can be im-
proved by providing greater oppcrtunity to read connected sentences
and paragraphs thereby develcping both comprehension and sight
vocabulary; changing oral instructions and analyzing tasks to simpler
ateps when children have difficdlty nerforming a task; providing
instruction on specific compreheneicn skills, '

2. Introduction of Digtar in kindergarten should be ccnsidered.
" ;'.i"f 4' . k) A . )




